THE PRIME MINISTER'S POSITION

truly a first Minister as he is. He makes himself felt in every department,
and is really cognisant of the affairs of each. Lord Grey could not
master such an amount of business. Canning could not do it. Now he
is an actual Minister, and is indeed, capax imperil.*1 It may be added
that neither Lord Melbourne nor Lord John Russell obtained such a
supremacy. Lord Melbourne was too lazy and Lord John Russell too
impetuous. Each of them, too, had in Lord Palmerston a leading sub-
ordinate whose exuberance could not be controlled. The influence of
personality rests not merely on the force of character of its possessor,
but also on the force of character of those with whom he is in relation.

Palmerston himself, according to Mr Gladstone, was a weak Prime
Minister. * He said that in Peel's Cabinet, a Cabinet minister if he had
a measure to bring forward consulted Peel and then the Cabinet. No-
body thought of consulting Palmerston first, but brought his measure
at once to the Cabinet/* This statement must be taken with some
reserve, because it was made after Gladstone's conflict with Palmerston
over the budget of 1860. Palmerston told the Queen that if the Lords
destroyed the Paper Duties Bill 'they would perform a good public
service'.3 It is, nevertheless, instructive to compare the budget of 1841
with that o:f~i86o. The proposal to impose the income tax and to relax
some of the import duties came from Peel. It was worked out in a series
of communications between Peel and his ministers, and the resources of
the several departments were utilised. The budget of 1860, which com-
pleted the work of the budget of 1841 and the Corn Laws Act of 1846,
was drawn up by Mr Gladstone alone and was carried through the
Cabinet in spite of the Prime Minister's strenuous opposition. It must
again be remembered, however, that the difference was at least as much
the consequence of the difference between Goulburn and Gladstone
as of the difference between Peel and Palmerston.

Of Disraeli, there are different views. Ltfrd Salisbury was a hostile
witness, but his evidence is important.

As the head of a Cabinet his fault was want of firmness. The chiefs of
departments got their own way too much. The Cabinet as a whole got it too
little, and this necessarily followed from having at the head of affairs a states-

1 Life of Gladstone, I, p. 248.                           * IKd. II, p. 35-

3 Life of the Prince Consort, V, p. 100.
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